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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

(1). Claims 1-4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Drori 
(US004642182) in view of Strauss (US005401404A). 

As to a gas inlet, a gas outlet and a hollow interior in a pipe trap body in independent 
claim 1, Drori (US004642182) discloses multiple-disc type filters in a housing shown in Figure 
3 A, a liquid inlet 44, a liquid outlet 46 and hollow interior between the housing 30 and filtration 
unit 20. 
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FIG 3A 



As to a disc filter set up inside the pipe trap body in independent claim 1, Drori 
discloses multiple disc filter 20 in Figure 3A. 

As to a pipe setup inside the pipe trap body with one end linked to the disc filter and the 
other end linked to the gas outlet, an area on the pipe facing the gas inlet in independent claim 
1, Drori discloses in Figure 3 A, (no number) a section facing the inlet 44 which connects to disc 
filtration unit 20 at one end, and its other end connects to the outlet 46. 

As to a plurality of mesh filters set up inside the pipe in independent claim 1, Drori does 
not teach the mesh filters set up inside the pipe. 

However, Strauss (US005401404) teaches the plastic mesh separator 82 and 84 in Figure 
2 in the outlet. 
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Figure 2 

The advantage of adding the mesh separator in the outlet area is to assist to further 
remove impurity such as oil in the patentee's application. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious at time of the invention was made to install further 
mesh filters of Strauss in the outlet of housing disclosed by Drori in order to obtain the above- 
mentioned advantage. 
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As to the gaseous exhaust entering the pipe trap from inlet, passing through the outer wall 
of the pipe into the disc filter interior, and traveling through the mesh filters sequentially before 
emerging from pipe trap via the gas outlet in independent claim 1, Drori discloses in the Figure 
2 by arrowing the directions of the flow that includes flow entering the pipe trap, passing through 
outer wall of the pipe into disc filter interior, and traveling through the mesh filters sequentially 
before the outlet when the teaching of Strauss is combined. 

As to pipe trap for filtering gaseous exhaust in independent claim 1, the disclosure of 
prior art references meets the requirements of present claim in terms of apparatus and their setup, 
it is reasonable to presume that the housing of Drori would be made as a pipe trap device in light 
of their functional similarities of each unit as well as types, connections of each unit. Although it 
is disclosed in prior art references for filtering liquid system, it would also be useful for the fluid 
such as filtering gaseous exhaust because it is intended use and not to be considered as limitation 
and of no significance in the claim construction. 

As to limitation of claim 2, Drori discloses the base 32, tube body set up on the base such 
as filtration unit 20 and respective end members, inlet 44, outlet 46 formed on the tube body in 
Figure 3A. 

As to limitation of claim 3, Drori discloses the inlet 44 on one side of the housing 30, the 
outlet 46 is on the other side of the housing, also on the base surface of the housing in Figure 3A. 
Strauss also discloses outlet 76 on the top surface of the body in Figure 2. 

As to limitation of claim 4, Drori discloses a central securing rod 34 in Figure 3A set up 
in the base 32 to mount all filters including mesh separator when the teaching of Strauss is 
combined. 

As to limitation of claim 15, in the absence of showing the criticality of the records, the 
chosen distance 3 cm between gas inlet and pipe trap body would renders pima facie obviousness 
within one of ordinary skills in the art at time of invention in order to provide efficient 
separation. In re Woodruff 16 USPQ2d 1934. 

As to limitation of claim 16, although Strauss does not disclose that different mesh size 
for 82 and 84 and decreasing mesh size toward the outlet in Figure 2, however, it is well known 
in the art to arrange the decreasing mesh size filters in the direction of output to get better 
separation. Therefore, it would have been obvious at time of the invention to put different mesh 
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size filters taught by Strauss with decreasing size toward the outlet such as the mesh size of 82 to 
be smaller than the mesh size of 84 in the outlet of Drori in order to obtain the above-mentioned 
advantage. 



(2). Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Drori 
(US004642182) in view of Strauss (US005401404A) further in view of Uhlenbrock 
(US006858051B2) and Lavery et al (US003413778). 

As to planar surface of the pipe in claim 12, Drior and Strauss do not teach as claimed. 

However, Uhlenbrock (US006858051B2) teaches the flat wall 7 in Figure 3 for a device 
of separating a fluid from a gas stream (Title). 
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The advantage of using flag wall to face the inlet stream is to get greater momentum 
absorbed on the flat surface than circular surface based on well known concepts of geometry, 
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then to improve the opportunity for subsequent natural gravitational separation (Col. 3, line 14- 
18, Lavery et al - US003413778). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious at time of the invention to use a planar surface of 
the pipe disclosed by Uhlenbrock for the pipe of Drior in order to acquire the better efficiency as 
above-mentionded. 

(3) . Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Drori 
(US004642182) in view of Strauss (US005401404A) further in view of Sprouse (US002929464). 

As to mesh filters joined together to form a integrated unit by a plurality of fastening 
elements set up on the edges in claim 7, Drori and Strauss do not teach th integrated mesh filters 
unit as claimed. 

However, Sprouse (US002929464) teaches the filter structure by laying several mesh 
screen such as 1 1,12,13,14 and 16 together to form a unit and fastened by suitable frame 17 in 
Figure 1 and 3, 

The advantage of this filtering structure is to obtain higher degree of efficiency, that is 
removal of a greater amount of dust and foreign solids in the air or gas flow (Col. 1, line 21-25). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious at time of invention to put mesh filters together as 
one unit disclosed by Sprouse for the mesh filtering units 82 and 84 in the outlet of Strauss, 
Drori's filter in order to obtain the above-mentioned advantage. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

(4) . Claims 5-11 and 13-14 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, 
but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the 
base claim and any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ives Wu whose telephone number is 571-272-4245. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8:00 - 5:00. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Duane Smith can be reached on 571-272-1 166. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 

Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 

may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 

applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 

system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 

system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 

like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 

information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Examiner: Ives Wu 
Art Unit: 1724 
Date: July 29, 2006 



DUANE SMITH 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 




